Abstract
The Brexit vote left many Londoners in shock. Across the global city's material and digital streets, narratives of urban cosmopolitanism became mobilized in response to the referendum result. For many, Brexit constitutes a direct attack on their city and its core values. The campaign #LondonIsOpen, led by London's Mayor, Sadiq Khan, represents a powerful example of the city's response to the vote, but also reveals urban cosmopolitanism's ethical complexities and contradictions. This article focuses on the mediation of the #LondonIsOpen campaign; more specifically, it introduces the most widely circulated film of the campaign on social media and analyses Londoners' online and offline responses to its projected cosmopolitanism. The discussion demonstrates how the city responds to the nation at times of crisis by mobilising a cosmopolitan morality, albeit an ambivalent and contradictory morality that is subject to urban inequalities. In particular, the concept of the open city becomes a discursive cosmopolitan tool that summons Londoners around shared values of hospitality, openness and diversity to oppose the nation at times of crisis. While openness appears as a starting -and fundamental -point of identification for many Londoners, their ethical orientations diverge, most significantly in the competing frames of cosmopolitanism they embrace: neoliberal cosmopolitanism and vernacular cosmopolitanism. The analysis reveals that for many privileged Londoners, openness and hospitality reflect a stance, a habitus and an identity, whilst for others experiencing urban inequalities, these same ideals represent a claim and a politics of solidarity. The article identifies and analyses representational struggles in the city as these increasingly take place within, rather than against, urban cosmopolitanism.
This article is organised in three main sections. The discussion starts with a review of key literature on urban cosmopolitanism, focusing on the concept of the open city, the ethics of hospitality and its mediation. Derrida's (2001) and Silverstone's (2007) theorisations of hospitality are core reference points, especially as they point to an ethics of hospitality through the city/polis. In addressing the limitations of these theorisations of hospitalityespecially ignoring the city's internal alterity -the discussion turns to Sennett's open city (2013) and his emphasis on the ambiguous edges and the socio-cultural porosity of the city.
The second part introduces the context of study, especially in relation to London's response to the Brexit vote and the #LondonIsOpen campaign. Finally, the article focuses on an empirical discussion, starting with a brief analysis of the most widely circulated video of the campaign and detailing a range of Londoners' responses online and offline. The empirical discussion analyses some critical points where Londoners' cosmopolitan ethical orientations converge and diverge, identifying vernacular and neoliberal cosmopolitanism as co-existing, but also conflicting, ethical forces. The article concludes by reflecting on the significance of urban inequalities for understanding the mediation of cosmopolitanism and the hierarchical ethical frames it embraces and projects.
Literature review: Open and hospitable cities
London's official response to the Brexit vote has been driven by the language of the open city. The emphasis on openness is critical, not least as it speaks to popular and scholarly articulations of cosmopolitan imagination and visions for democratic and inclusive cities. Sennett (2013) defines the open city as a site of assemblages, mutual exchanges and ambiguous edges. This is the city that contests neoliberalism's closed systems, which, as he argues, aim to integrate, control and order. In popular culture, urban openness is most influentially discussed in the novel Open city (2011) by Teju Cole. The novel has attracted scholarly attention precisely because it offers a rich and complex articulation of urban openness. As the book's narrative represents an ambivalent example of cosmopolitan writing within but also against aesthetic cosmopolitanism (Vermeulen 2013) , it opens up avenues for interrogating the representations and meanings of urban cosmopolitanism. More than a novel, Open city (2011) represents a literary tool for considering bigger conceptual questions, not least the double meaning of a city's openness: being both a sanctuary and a socio-cultural space left to its own fate (Krishnan 2015) . The latter identifier of the open city is tied to one of its main conceptualisations: as a military term. In such a context, an open city refers to a condition where: a belligerent nation, facing possible attack, may declare the target 'an open city'. That means that the city will be unarmed and will not be defended. Theoretically, that designation should mean that the city will not be attacked (Langer in Krishnan 2015:
Thus, an open city is a surrendered city. Rather differently, social scientific articulations of the open city link the concept to cosmopolitanism and inclusive urbanism -a positive and promising, if complex, affair. Even if oppositional, the two conceptualisations converge in one idea: the open city is a potential sanctuary for civilians and a home for the vulnerable.
Within radical urbanism, the city's openness comes with claims to freedom and rights.
In One way street (1997), Benjamin writes of urban porosity and transitivity, finding expression in unforeseen constellations on the street and in urban dwellers' claims to that space. With Benjamin (1997) and Lefebvre (2003) ' (2013: 14) . Central to that claim are the conditions and demands for a city that is hospitable to different voices, a site for a representational ethics where all can speak and be heard (Silverstone 2007) . This ethics is possible precisely because, as Sennett argues, the open city has porous boundaries and ambiguous edges, allowing different groups to interact and to find solutions together but to also develop skills for managing disorder and conflict, multiple connections and disconnections. 'If density and diversity give life, the life they breed is disorderly', argues Jane Jacobs (quoted in Sennett 2013: 7).
Derrida's analysis of cosmopolitan ethics of hospitality (2001) is inspired by that very same urban quality that intrigues Sennett: the long history of the city as open, porous, and receptive of newcomers. Thus, the city is the inevitable and ideal space for Derrida to locate an ethics of hospitality. While using different language, both Sennett and Derrida identify the possibility of hospitality and recognition of difference at and through the incomplete forms, the unresolved narratives (Sennett 2001 ) and the experience and experimentation (Derrida 2001 ) of the city. Derrida (2001) effectively argues that we should think through the city and beyond the nation for an ethic of hospitality. Hospitality, he argues: has to do with the ethos, that is, the residence, one's home, the familiar place of dwelling, inasmuch as it is a manner of being there, a manner in which we relate to ourselves and to others, to others as our own or as foreigners, ethics is hospitality (2001: 16-17) . In Derrida's cosmopolitan ethics, not unlike Sennett's collective vision of the open city, mutuality of engagement between those arriving and those receiving depends on shared experience. Yet, Derrida assumes a rather clear boundary between those receiving and those arriving -in his analysis, alterity remains external to the city. He refers to hosts and guests, along the lines of cosmopolitan scholarship on hospitality that has been critiqued for, arguably, reproducing a hierarchical ordering of Us and Them. Whether one subscribes to this critique or not, Derrida's city of refuge still ignores the fact that those who were once guests are now potential hosts: the city's own migrants and diasporas. Thus, the city of 'hosts' and 'guests' carries an internal contradiction: it ignores cities' internal heterogeneity and alterity, even though it is conceptualised as a city of refuge precisely on the basis of its long history of migrant destination.
In the case of the global city (Sassen 2001) in particular, the transitivity of meanings of 'the host' and 'the guest' is far from exceptional. A global city is a city of alterity. This condition invites a number of key questions: Do we need to revisit cosmopolitan openness and ethics of hospitality in the city largely constituted by old and new newcomers? Does the global city -a city of migrants and diasporas and of rich and poor -call for a conceptualisation of cosmopolitan ethics that acknowledges plurality of experience and of ethics? Do we need to more systematically study experience at an intersectional grid of power relations that shape cosmopolitan ethics?
Anthropological and ethnographic analyses that have conceptualised cosmopolitanism through experience, remind us that city dwellers practice urbanity differently. For the transnational elites who congregate in London, diversity is primarily experienced through consumption and in regular encounters with other members of transnational elites; consequently, experience builds skills to manage and develop competencies -a cosmopolitan habitus and taste, a cosmopolitan identity (Eade 2000; Hannerz 1996; Keith 2005) . In a much-critiqued, yet influential, definition of cosmopolitanism, Hannerz argues that it is: 'an orientation, a willingness to engage with the Other…an intellectual and aesthetic stance towards divergent cultural experiences, a search of contrasts rather than uniformity ' (1996: 103) . As the privileged cosmopolitanism that Hannerz (1996) Against the elite experience at the core of Hannerz's (1996) analysis, Werbner (2006;  2008) describes vernacular cosmopolitanism. Werbner locates cosmopolitan subjectivities in symbolic and material spaces, which are 'trans-ethnic, collectively emergent 'worlds', shared discourses that transcend cultural boundaries and parochial lifestyles ' (2008: 50) .
Emphasising that cosmopolitanism is not a property of the elites, she emphasises that cosmopolitan subjectivities of different classes and ages can contribute to transethnic cultural and ideological worlds. Along these same lines, Hall (2008) identifies vernacular cosmopolitanism as not being about choice but being about survival, especially for migrants and diasporas: 'They have to acquire the same cosmopolitan skills of adaptation and innovation which an entrepreneur requires -but from a different place...So, culturally, they are living 'in translation' every day of their lives…not the global life as a reward for status, education or wealth, but the global life as one of the necessities imposed by the disjunctures of modern globalisation ' (2008: 347) .
If cosmopolitanism in the city reflects the diversity of its dwellers' experience, then its ethical orientations cannot be singular. This is where analyses, such as those by Derrida and Sennett, fall short: openness is about possibilities of hospitable, democratic and inclusive cities. But who speaks and who benefits from hospitality and from the vision of the cosmopolitan city? Harvey famously asks 'In whose image is the city made? ' (1973 (2009)) and we could extend this question to ask: 'In whose image is the cosmopolitan city made?'. Silverstone's representational ethics is reflected in media hospitality, or rather in the demand for media hospitality as the extension of responsibility to seeing and hearing others in the media. Is a media campaign for and on behalf of the city that puts forward an ethics of hospitality, and which adopts a language of cosmopolitan openness, an example of such representational ethics? Does the ethics of hospitality of #LondonIsOpen expand a space for hearing and seeing diverse London? Which cosmopolitan experience and ethics are privileged and which are silenced? As will be shown below, #LondonIsOpen puts forward an ethics of urban openness and hospitality against ethno-centric parochialism. A powerful message within the national context, it does little to represent urban cosmopolitanism in its complexity. As shown in the responses it attracts, the mediated message of urban cosmopolitanism marginalizes the very politics that makes it possible.
Context of study: Post-referendum London Blues
The national Importantly, this economics-driven vision is marginalised on social media; in this case, the aesthetic cosmopolitanism of short films and interactive communication becomes prominent, tapping into emotional and ethical narratives of openness. The investment in aesthetics is neither coincidental nor a mere reflection of advertising agencies' predictable choice: London has for long built its economic power upon layers of established symbolic power. Thus, the emphasis on cultural narratives of openness does not contradict the economics-oriented ones.
On the contrary, the story of London as an open city for people and corporations is persuasive precisely because it is always a story of the rich and productive encounters and mobilities upon which the city's symbolic power has been built (Georgiou 2013) .
London is the city of film
The short film entitled London is the city of film is based on famous quotes from movies and literature that 'tell of London's uniqueness and openness to all those who live, visit and work in the city', according to the campaign's press release (Mayor of London 2016). As already noted, in the press release, London's openness refers to the people, both those inside and English London. The visuality of the film aims to capture London's aesthetic and lived diversity in a warm, welcoming and unthreatening manner. Importantly, the film is in black and white, perhaps in an attempt to look more cinematic than factual, but also reflecting a nostalgic glance into London: a selective representation of a city that most will recognize and many will desire. There is no doubt that the collage of represented ethnic and gender diversity is very carefully collated, even orchestrated, to project, not just a message of unity, but a message of unity in difference.
These cinematic representations of diversity can be read as a call to an ethics of hospitality, where as emphasised, everyone is welcome. Yet, there are two visible absences from this articulation of hospitality. Importantly, the non-white English participants in the warmly welcome by middle-class participants and a number of respondents on Facebook. For these Londoners, who have relatively privileged access to the city's material and symbolic resources, diversity, hospitality, celebrity and consumerism represent elements of life in the cosmopolitan city. For them, the selective representations in the film construct an urban reality they experience or they aspire to experience. This is also evident in the middle-class participants' engagement with the film's aesthetics and positive message. They could all identify 'the nicer areas of London' (male) in the film; they all agreed that it is normal and expected to show the nice side of London in a film. Asked if anything is missing from these representations, a male participant said: 'you're not going to make it a horrible video, are you?', showing awareness that London is not only represented in the film, but also sold to audiences. This awareness of the branded city is confirmed in numerous comments on Facebook. Some are comments by London visitors and tourists who embrace the film because, as they note, it represents the city they love to visit, to shop, to enjoy. The commodification of the city through narratives of aesthetic cosmopolitanism is also expressed in the words of another male focus group participant.
Responding to the film's liberal cosmopolitanism
When asked to comment on the video's content he said: 'I was too busy trying to recognize all the celebrities so haven't paid much attention'. Almost all noticed the aesthetic construction of London in the film through narratives of consumption; one of them for example identified 'the nice shop at London Bridge'.
Aesthetic cosmopolitanism captures the imagination of many responding on Facebook as well as the middle-class focus group participants. What becomes evident, is that the cosmopolitan values prominent in the film -diversity, openness, hospitality -represent a starting point for many privileged Londoners and London visitors to identify with the film.
While these values appear as fundamental to identifying themselves, they also act as a springboard for self-making. Aesthetic cosmopolitanism links the cosmopolitan values represented in the film to their own. As individuals who freely move and consume in a diverse city and in an interconnected world, privileged respondents identify with openness as a quality and as a stance associated with their own individual freedom and identity.
Beyond neoliberal cosmopolitanism: vernacular responses.
London is an open but also an unequal city. Neoliberal cosmopolitanism, as reflected in the film London is the city of film, focuses on the city's openness and ethics of hospitality but, at the same time, it sidelines inequalities by ignoring diversity's very different biographies and histories. The selective and ordered representation of openness and diversity was picked up in many online and offline responses. Responses coming primarily from those who experience the city as an unequal and hierarchical system embraced the campaign's ethics of hospitality, but rejected its neoliberal articulation. Most strikingly, a different ethics of hospitality was revealed in a number of vernacular cosmopolitan responses on Facebook. I refer to these responses as vernacular, as they are tied to the experience of the many different layers of the city and its alterity. Unlike neoliberal cosmopolitanism, as will be shown below, these responses are less about vision and more about a politics -or the need for a politics -of solidarity and care.
Within the main theme of vernacular cosmopolitanism, two prominent subthemes can be identified in the online and offline responses to the film: inequality and collective values.
Speaking through and about experiences of inequality, some respondents adopted a reflexive dialogue with the film's articulation of hospitality: while welcoming it, they also critiqued its politics for enhancing privilege and marginalizing difference. One of the film's lines -'When a man, or a woman, is tired of London, then they are tired of life' -generated passionate This response is a painful realization that the openness of the city does not extend to those who need it. As media hospitality applies selectively to certain voices and certain experiences, some participants felt even more alienated from the open city and its representations. For this young man of Caribbean background, the inequalities of the city which forms part of his family and personal history, and whose story he is part of, are growing and hospitality is being denied. Hospitality is redirected to those who can afford it, participants in both working-class and ethnic minority groups noted again and again. For them, the film's selective representations enhance urban inequalities that deny them a voice.
Critical and reflexive responses in these two focus groups and in a series of comments on Facebook point to liberal cosmopolitan's limitations. For many, fundamental values associated with cosmopolitan ethics become reduced to a set of aesthetic but alienating media
representations.
Yet, and against this selective extension of (media) hospitality, those experiencing urban inequalities articulate a politics of dissent through reference to what the city ought to be. This politics is prominent, both in the focus groups and in a number of comments on Facebook.
Against the similar-sounding voices of the film's protagonists, a male respondent on Facebook speaks for the voices and experiences of marginality that are missing: 'Where's the cockneys, the old skool east Enders (sic.), the Bermondsey and Brixton sounding boys…I see actors, I don't see any actual Londoners'. And in another's words: 'London is open…if you have money'. Such comments can be read as a claim to the right to the city (Lefebvre 2003) .
The right to the city directly challenges urban inequalities as it emphasizes that all, beyond class, ethnicity and gender, have the right to participate in shaping the city and enjoying its material and symbolic resources. Such dissent from the film's representational narrative is not only political, but also points to another kind of cosmopolitan politics that needs and depends on solidarity and on inclusive participation (Benhabib 2006; Calhoun 2012) .
What ethics and who is hospitality for?
This case demonstrates that, more often than not, the global city presents us with cosmopolitanism's divided ethical frames, rather than with divides between parochialism and cosmopolitanism. The city's long history of migration and its diverse socio-cultural assemblages have advanced openness and hospitality. These values are widely shared, though they remain conditional. Not unlike in its military definition, the open city remains unprotected and fragile for many Londoners. Not least when it comes to the ethical predicaments tied to its internal diversity and inequalities.
As shown above, neoliberal cosmopolitanism works with familiar and well-established narratives of aesthetic cosmopolitanism. These are visible in the celebratory narratives of openness where values of diversity and world interconnectedness go hand in hand with urban worldliness and economic prosperity. While it draws from cosmopolitan ethics of openness and hospitality, it is a project that negates these very values when it comes to responsibility and collective sharing of the city's resources. For many middle-class Londoners, there is no other way to be, to think, and to consume, but within a cosmopolitan frame. This way of life is reflexive and aware of difference and its complexities. However, its ethics is limited to acknowledgement of diversity but without commitment to it; it is an ethics of respect without recognition. As one of the young participants said: 'You're not going to make it a horrible video, are you?', showing he understands that the open city is more than an aesthetically pleasing commodity. Yet, the least pleasing side of the city is one that should stay hidden, voiceless. The process of making visible is a relation of power, argues Keith (2005) , and the invisibility of those who actually need hospitality is acceptable and legitimized within the media of neoliberal cosmopolitanism. In this way, neoliberal cosmopolitanism reproduces a moral(-istic) vision that assumes a shared experience, which however is not widely shared. This is a vision which is blind to inequalities, especially when framed as aesthetic cosmopolitanism. Neoliberal cosmopolitanism could be even seen as controlled difference (Douthat 2016) , a new order (Sennett 1970 ) incarnated as ordered disorder, or as the mere tolerance of real difference. Yet, tolerance, as Derrida (2001) reminds us, denies recognition.
How do we understand vernacular cosmopolitanism's ethical orientation in the context of Brexit's post-cosmopolitan politics? In the contemporary cosmopolitan but unequal city, vernacular cosmopolitanism cannot be content, proud or happy. Rather, vernacular cosmopolitanism appears as sober, injured and changing, precisely as the world around it is changing. It is aware of the intersectionality of discrimination that brings together experiences of ethnicity, race, gender, and class in the neoliberal city. Not unlike neoliberal cosmopolitanism, vernacular cosmopolitanism is about experience, yet the experience of inequalities makes it more difficult to be self-referential and defined through consumption.
Thus, vernacular cosmopolitanism is more reflexive and aware of its limits and increasingly interested in what and how others think, live and are represented in the mediapolis (Silverstone 2007) .
Conclusions
The representational politics of cosmopolitanism, as revealed in #LondonIsOpen, mobilised Londoners' shared imagination but also reaffirmed their separated lives in a city, which is Against neoliberal cosmopolitanism's blindness to inequalities, the unease of vernacular responses invites readings of cosmopolitanism as a site of moral and political possibilities. The ethics of hospitality that vernacular cosmopolitanism incorporates is fragile in its conviction, but precisely because of that, is reveals a collective vision and a politics of care, perhaps even a hope for a politics of solidarity: solidarity for those who are increasingly marginalized on the city's material and digital streets. This is an ethics that is defined, offered and denied from the position of internal alterity, from the migrants, the refugees, and the poor -those whose lives have for long been defined through acts of solidarity or their denial. Their unease with celebratory narratives of openness points to a different ethics of hospitality that contests the -paradoxically -universal claim to hospitality of neoliberal cosmopolitanism. This is an ethics and a politics that goes beyond identity politics (Benhabib 2006) . It is an ethics of shared responsibility and care as it speaks through and to the experience of inequality; it is also a politics that sees and hears those who experience injustice and who need rights and recognition. As such, the grounded in the urban, messy and contradictory experience of openness, vernacular cosmopolitanism cannot but contest representations of openness that negate justice in the media and beyond.
